Remarks/Arguments 

Claims 1 to 30 are pending. Claims 1,10 and 27 have been amended. 

The Office Action stated that the following is a quotation of the appropriate 

paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejection under this 

section made in the subject Office Action: 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication 
in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, 
more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the 
United States. 

Claims 1 to 3, 10 to 13, 20, 25 and 26 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b) as being anticipated by Bunin (4,91 1 ,304). Applicant traverses this 
rejection. 

Independent Claims 1 and 10 have been amended so that the plastic film 
on the second side of the aluminum film is polychlorofluoroethylene (PCTFE). 
Bunin does not disclose PCTFE so Bunin does not anticipate any of the 
amended claims. Therefore, this anticipation rejection should be withdrawn. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claims 1 , 3, 10, 12, 13, 25 and 26, 
Bunin teaches a blister pack for tablets or similar article characterized by a 20 to 
25 micron thick aluminum film (Column 2, line 33) which is uncoated one side 
and laminated (Column 2, lines 38 to 39) with a layer of 0.02 millimeters (20 
microns) thick polyvinyl chloride (PVC) (Column 2, lines 38 and 39) on the other 
side. Bunin does not recite PCTFE so Bunin does not anticipate any of the 
amended claims. 

The Office Action stated that, in general, the aluminum used for blister 
pack selected so as to be of suitable hardness to allow for the protection for the 

8 



enclosed tablets and soft enough to allow said tablets to be released when 
desired with reasonable applied pressure. Applicant traverses this statement. 
The term "reasonable applied pressure" would have to refer to peshing a hole in 
or the pill through the aluminum foil (as opposed to peeling the aluminum foil 
from over the blister). Bunin (Column 1 , lines 49 to 55) says push through 
aluminum foil has a thickness in the range of about 0.02 or 0.04 millimeters. 

The Office Action stated: that, regarding Claim 2, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 1 ; and that Bunin does not mention the hardness state of the 
aluminum used in blister pack construction. Bunin does not teach the invention 
of amended Claim 1. 

The Office Action stated that, in general, the aluminum used for blister 
pack selected so as to be of suitable hardness to allow for the protection for the 
enclosed tablets and soft enough to allow said tablets to be released when 
desired with reasonable applied pressure. As shown above, applicant has 
shown that this statement is incorrect. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 1 1 , Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 1 . Bunin does not teach the invention of amended Claim 1 . 

The Office Action stated that Bunin also teaches that the plastics film 
(PVC) used for the plastic film portion of the blister pack (base) (Column 2, lines 
18 and 19) is the same material (PVC) which is sealed (laminated) to the cover 
film (aluminum foil). This statement does not show anticipation of any of the 
amended claims. 
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The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 20, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 2. Bunin does not teach the invention of present Claim 2. 

The Office Action stated that Bunin teaches a blister pack with an 
aluminum foil component having a thickness of 20 to 25 micron (Column 2, line 
33). This statement does not show anticipation of any of applicant's present 
claims. 

This rejection should be withdrawn. 

Independent Claims 1 and 10 have each been amended to recite that the 
second side of the aluminum film is laminated with a polychlorotrifluoroethylene 
(PCTFE) film having a thickness of 8 to 76 pm. (No other compounds of such 
plastic film are now recited in Claims 1 and 10.) Under the unity of invention 
principle for this national stage application (of the underlying PCT application), 
that should be guiding this national stage application, applicants (in effect) elect 
without traverse the independent and distinct invention where the plastic film 
laminated to the second side of the aluminum film that is 

polychlorotrifluoroethylene (PCTFE). Enclosed is a copy of applicant's European 
Patent No. EP 1617995 B1 (EP '995). Note that the English-language version of 
Claims 1 and 10 in EP '995 recite only polychlorotrifluoroethylene (PCTFE) in 
response to the unity of invention principle. In view of the unity of invention 
principle, the PVC of Bunin is an independent and distinct invention - so for this 
reason (among several other reasons) the PVC of Bunin is not an effective 
reference against applicant's (elected) amended claims. 
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Bunin discloses plastic films generically and more narrowly PVC, 
polyvinylidene chloride and fluoro plastics, Brunin does not disclose of suggest 
PCTFE. Applicant asserts that amended independent Claims 1 and 10 plus their 
dependent claims are not taught by Bunin or suggested by Bunin or Bunin and 
any of the cited secondary references. 

Applicants understand the patents allowed in jurisdictions outside of the 
US are not controlling as to patentability because of different laws and standards 
as to patentability, but they should be given consideration in considering the US 
standands/requirements of patentability (e.g., obviousness). 

Bunin and the cited secondary references are not very relevant to the 
newly amended claims. 

The English-language translation of the International Preliminary Report 
On Patentability is already of record in the application. Reference is made to the 
pages thereof that discuss Invention 5, that is, the one directed to the used of 
PCTFE on the second side of the aluminum film. EP '995 is based upon elected 
Invention 5. (As an aside, note that such International Preliminary Report 
asserted that there were six inventions under the Unity Of Invention principle.) 
US Patent No. 5,560,490 (copy already submitted), (Chawla), that is, reference 
D10, is stated to be the closest of the cited references. It is stated that Chawla 
discloses a blister pack with a main body made of PCTFE at column 1 , lines 62 
to 67. EP '995 was patented over Chawla. New independent Cairns 1 and 10, 
plus their dependent claims are novel and unobvious over Chawla. There is no 
teaching or suggestion in Chawla as to the use of a laminate with an aluminum 
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witm and a PCTFE film as a cover film for a blister pack (which is the subject 
matter of the amendments to independent Claims I and 10 herein). 

The International Preliminary Report also cited US Patent No. 5,927,500 
(copy already of record), (User et aL), that is, reference D1 1 , is stated to disclose 
a blister pack with a main body made of PCTFE at column 3, lines 25 to 53. 
User et al also does not teach or suggest amended Claims 1 and 10 plus their 
dependent claims. 

The Office Action stated: that the following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office 
Action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained through the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of 
this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought 
to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

The Examiner has not resolved in the record the level of ordinary skill in 
the pertinent art as required by the Supreme Court's Graham and KSR decisions 
and the Patent Office's policy. With this mandatory factual resolution missing, all 
of the Section 103(a) rejections herein are defective and fail on this grounds 
alone. Without this mandatory resolution having been made by the Examiner, 
the Examiner has no basis for making any statement regarding one ordinarily 
skilled in the art. 

Claims 19, 24 and 30 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Bunin (4,91 1 ,304). Applicant traverses this 
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statement. 

Bunin does not teach or suggest the use of polychlorotrifluoroethylene 
(PCTFE) as the plastic file on the second side of the aluminum film of applicant's 
cover film. Hence, Bunin does not make any of applicant's present claims 
obvious. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 19, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 1 0. Bunin does not teach or suggest Claim 1 9. Bunin does 
not teach or suggest the use of PCTFE. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin teaches a blister pack for tablets or 
similar article characterized by a 20 to 25 micron thick aluminum film (Column 2, 
line 33) which is uncoated one side and laminated (Column 2, lines 38 to 39) with 
a layer of 0.02 millimeters (20 microns) thick polyvinyl chloride (PVC) (Column 2, 
lines 38 and 39) on the other side; that Bunin does not mention whether the 
plastic layer is applied with a paste method; and that Bunin uses the plastic film 
in the same manner as used by the applicant. This statement is not pertinent 
because Bunin does not teach or suggest the use of PCTFE. 

The Office Action stated: that the portion of Claim 19 which requires 
"pasted" is considered to be a product-by-process limitation and is not given 
patentable weight; that "[e]ven though product-by-process claims are limited by 
and defined by the process, determination of the patentability is based on the 
product itself; that the patentability of the product does not depend on its method 
of production; that if the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as 
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or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though 
the prior product was made by a different process" In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 
966); that once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to show that the 
claimed product appears to be the same or similar to that of the prior art, 
although produced by a different process, the burden shifts to the applicant to 
come forward with evidence establishing an unobvious difference between the 
claimed product and the prior art product (In re Marosi, 710 F.2 nd , 802, 218 
USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983, MPEP 2113). Applicant traverses this 
statement since the lower court decisions and the MPEP are not controlling 
because the Examiner has not done that which is necessary to make an 
obviousness rejection as per the Supreme Court decisions and the Patent 
Office's policy. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claims 24 and 30, Bunin and 
Davie teach the invention of Claim 23. The combination of Bunin and Davie does 
not teach the invention of present Claim 23. Davie is not mentioned in the 
rejection statement so this rejection fails as being incomplete. The Office Action 
stated that Bunin and Machbitz teach the invention of Claim 29. The combination 
of Bunin and Machbitz does not teach the invention of present Claim 29. 
Machbitz is not mentioned in the rejection statement so this rejection fails as 
being incomplete. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not mention the coating method 
used to apply a plastic film on either side of the aluminum film; that Bunin 
teaches a blister pack for tablets or similar article characterized by a 20 to 25 
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micron thick aluminum film (Column 2, line 33) which is uncoated the first side 
and on the second side is laminated (Column 2, lines 38 to 39) with a plastic 
layer of 0.02 millimeters (20 microns) thick polyvinyl chloride (PVC) (Column 2, 
lines 38 and 39); and that Bunin uses a plastic film in the same fashion as the 
applicant to form a blaster pack. This statement does not teach or suggest the 
use of PCTFE. 

The Office Action stated: that the portion of Claims 24 and 30 which 
requires "extrusion lamination" is considered to be a product-by-process 
limitation and if not given patentable weight; that "[e]ven though product-by- 
process claims are limited by and defined by the process, determination of the 
patentability is based on the product itself; that the patentability of the product 
does not depend on its method of production; that if the product in the product- 
by-process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the 
claim is unpatentable even though the prior art product was made by a different 
process" (In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 966); that once the Examiner provides a 
rationale tending to show that the claimed product appears to be the same or 
similar to that of the prior art, although produced by a different process, the 
burden shifts to the applicant to come forward with evidence establishing an 
unobvious difference between the claimed product and the prior art product {In re 
Marosi, 710 F.2 nd , 802, 218 USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983, MPEP 2113). This 
statement is of no importance under Section 103(a) because the Examiner has 
not complied with the Supreme Court decisions and the Patent Office's policy as 
regards the mandatory determination of the substance matter discussed above. 
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This rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 4, 5, 21 and 27 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bunin (4,91 1 ,304) in view of Poore (4,254,871 ). 
Applicant traverses this rejection. 

The Examiner has not shown that Bunin and Poore can be combines 
under Section 103(a) in the search for applicant's claimed invention. 

The Office Action stated: that, regarding Claim 4, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 1 . Bunin does not teach any of applicant's present claims. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack 
comprising aluminum foil which on one side has been bonded to a protective 
lacquer layer; that Poore teaches a blister pack comprising aluminum film that 
one side is coated with a protective lacquer (Column 6, line 3); that Poore does 
not mention whether the lacquer is based on watery or organic solvents on the 
basis of nitrocellulose; and that it would have been obvious to someone of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use the protective lacquers 
used by Poore to prevent premature rupture of the aluminum film. Applicant 
traverses this statement. The Examiner cannot make any statement of what 
would be obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin and Poore disclose the claimed 
invention except for a lacquer based on watery or organic solvents on the basis 
of nitrocellulose; and that it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to select the appropriate protective 
lacquer, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art 
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to select a known material (watery or organic solvents on the basis of 
nitrocellulose) on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of 
obvious choice (In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416). Applicant traverses this 
statement. The Supreme Court decision trumps the lower court. 

The Office Action stated: that, regarding 5, Bunin and Poore teach the 
invention of Claim 21 . The combination of Bunin and Poore does not teach the 
invention of any of the present claims. 

The Office Action stated: that Poore teaches that the one side of the 
blister pack aluminum film can be coated with a protective lacquer (Column 6, 
line 3); that Poore does not mention the coating weight of the protective lacquer; 
and that the lacquer used by Poore is used to protect the aluminum film in the 
same fashion as the applicant. This statement does not make any of the present 
claims obvious. 

The Office Action stated: that it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to adjust the coating weight of 
the protective lacquer 0.5 to 5 g/m 2 for the intended application, since it has been 
held that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art (In re Boesch, 617 F.2 nd 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 
1980)). Applicant traverses this statement. The lower court decision falls to the 
Supreme Court decisions. The Examiner also does not know what would be 
obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art since the Examiner has not determined 
the level of ordinary skill in the art. 
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The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 21, Bunin teaches the 
inventions of Claims 2 and 20. Bunin does not teach any of invention of any of 
the present claims. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack 
comprising an aluminum foil which on one side has been coated with a protective 
lacquer; that Poore teaches that the one side of the blister pack aluminum film 
can be coated with a protective lacquer (Column 6, line 3); that Poore does not 
mention whether the lacquer is based on watery or organic solvents on the basis 
of nitrocellulose; and that the lacquer used by Poore is used to protect the 
aluminum film in the same fashion as the applicant. There is no showing that 
Bunin and Poore can be combined in the quest for applicant's claimed invention. 
The Examiner has not carried his burden of proof. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin and Poore disclose the claimed 
invention except for a lacquer based on watery or organic solvents on the basis 
of nitrocellulose; and that it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to select the appropriate protective 
lacquer, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art 
to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a 
matter of obvious design choice (In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416). The Examiner 
does not know what would be obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art. 

The Office Action stated: that, regarding Claim 27, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 26. Bunin does not teach the invention of the present claims. 
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The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not mention a blister pack 
wherein a protective lacquer layer is bonded to aluminum foil; that Poore teaches 
a blister pack pharmaceutical packages (Column 1 , lines 1 to 5), characterized 
by a multilayer construction consisting of aluminum foil (sealing membrane) 
which is one side can have printing or protective lacquers (Column 5, lines 67 to 
68; Column 6, lines 1 to 3); that Poore does not mention whether the protective 
lacquer layer is based on watery or organic solvents; and that Poore uses the 
protective lacquer layer in the same fashion as the applicant. This statement 
does not teach the invention of present Claim 27. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin and Poore disclose the claimed 
invention except for a lacquer based on watery or organic solvents on the basis 
of nitrocellulose; and that it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to select the appropriate protective 
lacquer, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art 
to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a 
matter of obvious design choice (In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416). This statement is 
incorrect. The Supreme Court decisions control. The Examiner has not factually 
resolved the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

This rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 9, 14, 15 and 19 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bunin (4,91 1 ,304) in view of Ludemann (6,006,91 3). 
Applicants traverse this rejection. 
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The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 9, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 1 . Bunin does not teach the invention of present Claim 1 . 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack 
comprising aluminum bonded to a protective lacquer layer; that Ludemann 
teaches a blister pack characterized by aluminum foil (push-through layer, 
Column 1 , line 55) which on one side has been bonded to a protective layer 
(sealing layer) which includes PVC, polystyrene, styrene copolymers, polyester, 
and polyolefins (Column 3, lines 61 to 66); that Ludemann does not mention how 
the protective lacquer layer is bonded to the aluminum foil; and that Ludemann 
teaches that the protective layer ensures a permanent connection between the 
aluminum foil (push-through layer) and the packaging lower part (Column 3, lines 
4 to 6). This statement does not make present Claim 9 obvious. 

The Office Action stated that it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the protective layer 
of Ludemann with the unprotected aluminum taught by Bunin since Ludemann 
indicates that the issue related to low puncture resistance of the aluminum is 
decreased by the protective layer (Column 4, lines 45 to 47). The Examiner has 
no basis for stating what would be obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art. 

The Office Action stated: that the portion of Claim 9 which requires 
"extrusion lamination" is considered to be a product-by-process limitation and is 
not given patentable weight; that "even though product-by-process claims are 
limited by and defined by the process, determination of the patentability is based 
on the product itself; that the patentability of the product does not depend on its 
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method of production; that if the product in the product-by-process claim is the 
same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even 
though the prior product was made by a different process" (In re Thorpe, 227 
USPQ 964, 966); and that once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to 
show that the claimed product appears to be the same or similar to that of the 
prior art, although produced by a different process, the burden shifts to the 
applicant to come forward with evidence establishing an unobvious difference 
between the claimed product and the prior art product (In re Marosi, 710 F.2 nd , 
802, 218 USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983, MPEP 21 13). The Supreme Court 
decisions control so this statement is of no importance under Section 103(a). 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 14, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claims 10 and 26. Bunin does not teach the invention of present 
Claims 10 and 26. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack 
comprising aluminum bonded to a protective lacquer layer; that Ludemann 
teaches a blister pack characterized by aluminum foil (push-through layer, 
Column 1 , line 55) backing sheet (Column 1 , lines 1 1 to 19) which on one side 
has been bonded to a protective lacquer layer (sealing layer) which can include 
PVC, polystyrene, styrene copolymers, polyester, and polyolefins (Column 3, 
lines 61 to 66); that Ludemann does not mention whether the protective lacquer 
is watery or organic solvent based; and that Ludemann uses the protective 
lacquer layer in the same fashion as the applicant. This statement does not 
teach or suggest any of the present claims. 
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The Office Action stated: that Bunin and Ludemann disclose the claimed 
invention except for a lacquer based on watery or organic solvents on the basis 
of nitrocellulose; that it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to select the appropriate protective 
lacquer, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art 
to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a 
matter of obvious design choice (In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416); and that applicant 
should see also Ballas Liquidating Co. v. Allied Industries of Kansas, Inc. (DC 
Kans) 205 USPQ 331 . This statement is incorrect. The Examiner has no basis 
for asserting would be obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art. Also, the lower 
court decisions are preempted by the Supreme Court decisions. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 15, Bunin and Ludemann 
teach the invention of Claim 14. The combination of Bunin and Ludemann does 
not teach the invention of present Claim 14. The Examiner has not shown that 
such references can be combined in the search for applicant's claimed invention. 
The combination of rejections does not result in applicant's claimed invention. 

The Office Action stated: that Ludeman does not teach the coating weight 
of the protective (seal) layer; and that Ludemann uses similar protective layer 
material (polyester, Column 3, lines 61 to 66) in the same manner in the blister 
pack assembly as the applicant. This statement does not make any of 
applicant's present claims obvious. 

The Office Action stated: that it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to adjust coating weight of the 
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protective layer to 0.5 to 5g/m 2 for the intended application, since it has been held 
that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art (In re Boesch, 617 F.2 nd 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 
1980)). Again the Examiner does not know what would be obvious to one 
ordinarily skilled in the art because the Examiner has not factually resolved the 
level of ordinary skill in the art. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 19, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 10. Bunin does not teach the invention of present Claim 10. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack with a 
protective layer applied to the aluminum foil; that Ludemann teaches blister pack 
with a protective layer (sealing layer) which can be applied to the aluminum foil 
which include PVC, polystyrene, styrene copolymers, polyester, and polyolefins 
(Column 3, lines 61 to 66); and that Ludemann teaches that the sealing layer 
(protective layer) ensures a firm and permanent connection between the metal 
foil (push-through layer) layer and the packaging lower part (Column 3, lines 4 to 
6). This statement does not teach or suggest applicant's claimed invention. 

The Office Action stated: that the portion of Claim 19 which requires 
"pasted" is considered to be a product-by-process limitation and if not given 
patentable weight; that "[e]ven though product-by-process claims are limited by 
and defined by the process, determination of the patentability is based on the 
product itself; that the patentability of the product does not depend on its method 
of production; that if the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as 
or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though 
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the prior product was made by a different process" {In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 
966); that once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to show that the 
claimed product appears to be the same or similar to that of the prior art, 
although produced by a different process, the burden shifts to the applicant to 
come forward with evidence establishing an unobvious difference between the 
claimed product and the prior art product (In re Marosi, 710 F.2 nd 802, 218 USPQ 
289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983, MPEP 21 13). This statement is of no weight under 
Section 103(a). The Supreme Court decisions and the Patent Office's policy 
control (not the MPEP and the lower court decisions), and the Examiner has not 
made the mandatory factual resolution of the level of ordinary skill in the art, 
hence this statement is of no importance under Section 103(a). 
This rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 6 to 8 and 23 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bunin (4,911,304) in view of Davie (4,125,190). Applicant 
traverse this rejection. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 6, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 1 . Bunin does not teach the invention of present Claim 1 . 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack that 
comprises an aluminum foil which on one side is bonded to a paper layer; that 
Davie teaches a blister pack (Column 1 , lines 1 to 5) that comprises an aluminum 
foil which on one side is bonded to a paper layer; that Davie uses paper in 
essentially the same fashion as the applicant to protect the aluminum foil; that 
Davie does not give the type of paper used; that Davie teaches the aluminum 
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foils that are backed by a paper layer are considered to be more supported 
(Column 1 , line 23); and that it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the blister pack of Bunin 
with the blister pack of Davie utilizing aluminum bonded to a paper layer so that 
the articles in the blister pack can be better supported (Davie, Column 1 , line 23). 
Applicant traverses this statement. This statement does not teach or suggest 
present Claim 6. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin and Davie disclose the claimed 
invention except for mentioning the type of paper used; and that it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to select the appropriate type of paper, since it has been held to be within 
the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of 
its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice (In re 
Leshin, 125 USPQ 416). This statement is incorrect. The Examiner does not 
have any basis for asserting what would be obvious to one ordinary skilled in the 
art. Therefore, the lower court decision is meaningless in this rejection. The 
attempted combination of the two rejection references does not result in the 
present Claim 6. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 7, Bunin and Davie teach 
the invention of Claim 6. The combination of Bunin and Davie does not result in 
the invention of present Claim 6. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack that 
comprises an aluminum foil which on one side is bonded to a paper layer; that 
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Davie teaches a blister pack (Column 1 , lines 1 to 5) that comprises an aluminum 
foil which on one side is bonded to a paper layer; that Davie uses paper in 
essentially the same fashion as the applicant to protect the aluminum foil; and 
that Davie does not give the weight of the paper layer. This statement does not 
teach or suggest and of the present claims. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin and Davie disclose the claimed 
invention except for disclosing the type of paper and the weight of the paper 
layer; that it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to adjust the weight of the paper layer, since it has 
been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known 
material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious 
design choice (In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416). The Examiner does not know what 
would be obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 8, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 1 . Bunin does not teach the invention of amended Claim 1 . 

The Office Action stated: that Davie teaches a blister pack comprising an 
aluminum which on one side has bonded to a paper layer; that Davie does not 
mention how the paper layer is bonded to the aluminum foil; and that Davie used 
the paper layer in the same fashion as the applicant. This statement does not 
teach the invention of present Claim 8. Neither rejection reference teaches the 
use of PCTFE, for example. 

The Office Action stated: that the portion of Claim 8 which requires 
"pasted" is considered to be a product-by-process limitation and is not given 
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patentable weight; that "even though product-by-process claims are limited by 
and defined by the process, determination of the patentability is based on the 
product itself[; that] the patentability of the product does not depend on its 
method of production!; that] if the product in the product-by-process claim is the 
same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even 
though the prior product was made by a different process" (In re Thorpe, 227 
USPQ 964, 966); and that once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to 
show that the claimed product appears to be the same or similar to that of the 
prior art, although produced by a different process, the burden shifts to the 
applicant to come forward with evidence establishing an unobvious difference 
between the claimed product and the prior art product (In re Marosi, 710 F.2 nd 
802, 218 USPQ 289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983, MPEP 21 13). The Examiner still has 
the burden of proof and it has not shifted to the Examiner. The reason is that the 
lower court decisions and the MPEP are not controlling, and the Supreme Court 
decisions and Patent Office policy are controlling - they have not been followed in 
making these rejections, The substantive matter of factual resolution of the level 
of ordinary skill in the art is missing in the obviousness rejections. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 23, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 20. Bunin does not teach the invention of present Claim 20. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack 
comprising an aluminum layer which on one side bonded to a protective paper or 
polyester film; and that Davie teaches a blister pack (Column 1, lines 1 to 5) 
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which comprises an aluminum foil which on one side is bonded to a paper layer 
(Column 1, line 22). This statement does not result in present Claim 23. 

The Office Action stated that Davie does not mention whether the 
protective paper or polyester film is applied to the aluminum film based on a 
paste. The statement shows that this rejection does not support this 
obviousness rejection. 

The Office Action stated: that the portion of Claim 23 which requires 
"pasted" is considered to be a product-by-process limitation and if not given 
patentable weight; that "[e]ven though product-by-process claims are limited by 
and defined by the process, determination of the patentability is based on the 
product itself; that the patentability of the product does not depend on its method 
of production; that, if the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as 
or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though 
the prior product was made by a different process" (In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 
966); and that once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to show that the 
claimed product appears to be the same or similar to that of the prior art, 
although produced by a different process, the burden shifts to the applicant to 
come forward with evidence establishing an unobvious difference between the 
claimed product and the prior art product {In re Marosi, 710 F.2 nd 802, 218 USPQ 
289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983, MPEP 2113). This statement is of no meaning under 
Section 103(a). The Examiner has destroyed this statement because the 
Examiner has not made the mandatory factual resolution. There is no shifting of 
the burden of proof. 
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This rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 16 to 18, 22, 28 and 29 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Bunin (4,91 1 ,304) in view of over Machbitz 
(4,429,792). Applicant traverses this rejection. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claims 16, 22 and 28, Bunin 
teaches the invention of Claims 10, 20 and 26. Bunin does not teach present 
Claims 10, 20 and 26. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack wherein 
paper is adhered to the aluminum foil; that Machbitz teaches a blister pack with 
an aluminum foil bonded to a paper layer (Column 4, lines 32 to 33); that 
Machbitz does not mention the type of paper or the method by which the paper is 
applied in the blister pack construction; and that it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the blister 
pack of Bunin with the coating of Machbitz, because the foil bonded to the paper 
layer is strong enough to withstand the stress imparted by an automatic printer 
and frangible enough so that pills can be ejected during use (Column 4, lines 37 
to 40). This statement is in error and meaningless. The Examiner does not 
know what would be obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art. The Examiner 
has not shown that one ordinarily skilled in the art would combine the two 
rejection references in the search for the claimed invention. The Examiner has 
not carried his burden of proof. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding the coating weight, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
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adjust the coating weight of for the intended application, since it has been held 
that discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only 
routine skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2 nd 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 
1980). The Examiner does not know what would be obvious to one ordinarily 
skilled in the art so the rejection and this statement fail. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 17, Bunin and Machbitz 
teach the invention of Claim 16. Bunin and Machbitz together, or solely, do not 
tech the invention of present Claim16. 

The Office Action stated: that Machbitz teaches a blister pack with an 
aluminum foil bonded to a paper layer (Column 3, lines 26 to 33); and Machbitz 
does not mention the substance weight of the paper layer. This shows that 
present Claim 17 is unobvious. 

The Office Action stated that it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to adjust the coating weight of 
the paper layer for the intended application, since it has been held that 
discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine 
skill in the art. In re Boesch, 617 F.2 nd 272, 205 USPQ 215 (CCPA 1980). The 
Examiner does not know what would be obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art 
since the Examiner has not resolved the level of ordinary skill in the art. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 18, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 10. Bunin does not teach the invention of present Claim 10, 
and the Examiner has not proven otherwise. 
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The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack 
comprising aluminum foil which on one side has been bonded to a paper or 
polyester film; that Machbitz teaches a blister pack with an aluminum foil which 
on one side is bonded to a paper layer (Column 3, lines 26 to 33); and that 
Machbitz does not mention whether the paper layer is bonded to the aluminum 
film on the basis of a paste. This shows the unobviousness of present Claim 18. 

The Office Action stated: that the portion of Claim 18 which requires 
"pasted" is considered to be a product-by-process limitation and if not given 
patentable weight; that "[e]ven though product-by-process claims are limited by 
and defined by the process, determination of the patentability is based on the 
product itself; that the patentability of the product does not depend on its method 
of production; that, if the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as 
or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though 
the prior product was made by a different process" (In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 
966); and that once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to show that the 
claimed product appears to be the same or similar to that of the prior art, 
although produced by a different process, the burden shifts to the applicant to 
come forward with evidence establishing an unobvious difference between the 
claimed product and the prior art product (In re Marosi, 710 F.2 nd 802, 218 USPQ 
289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983, MPEP 21 13). The burden of proof has not passed to 
the applicant. The Examiner still has the burden of proof. 

The Office Action stated that, regarding Claim 29, Bunin teaches the 
invention of Claim 26. Bunin does not teach the present Claim 26. 
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The Office Action stated: that Bunin does not teach a blister pack wherein 
paper is adhered to the aluminum foil; that Machbitz teaches a blister pack with 
an aluminum foil bonded to a paper layer (Column 4, lines 32 to 33); that 
Machbitz teaches the use of a heat activated adhesive (Column 4, lines 30 and 
31 ); that Machbitz does not mention whether the adhesive used to bond the 
paper layer to the aluminum film is watery, solvent based or solvent-free; and 
that Machbitz uses an adhesive to bond the paper layer to the aluminum in the 
same fashion as the applicant. This statement does not make applicant's 
present Claim 29 obvious. 

The Office Action stated: that Bunin and Machbitz discloses the claimed 
invention except for mentioning whether the paper layer is applied by a watery, 
solvent-based or solvent-free medium; and that it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to select 
the appropriate medium of delivery for the paper layer, since it has been held to 
be within the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the 
basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. 
In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. This statement is incorrect on its face. What is 
within the general skill of a worker in the art is meaningless to what would be 
obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art. The lower court decision is not 
in conformity with the Supreme Court decisions. There are no such controlling 
rules as set out in the lower court decision because it does not meet the 
mandatory framework of factual determinations required by the Supreme Court 
necessary to make an obviouness decision and before the secondary 
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consideration can be used. Also, the Examiner has not proven what is the 
general skill of a worker in the art [which actually has nothing to do with Section 
103(a)], 

The Office Action stated: that the portion of Claim 29 which requires 
"pasted" is considered to be a product-by-process limitation and if not given 
patentable weight; that "[e]ven though product-by-process claims are limited by 
and defined by the process, determination of the patentability is based on the 
product itself; that the patentability of the product does not depend on its method 
of production; that, if the product in the product-by-process claim is the same as 
or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though 
the prior product was made by a different process" {In re Thorpe, 227 USPQ 964, 
966); that once the Examiner provides a rationale tending to show that the 
claimed product appears to be the same or similar to that of the prior art, 
although produced by a different process, the burden shifts to the applicant to 
come forward with evidence establishing an unobvious difference between the 
claimed product and the prior art product (In re Marosi, 710 F.2 nd 802, 218 USPQ 
289, 292 (Fed. Cir. 1983, MPEP 2113). The burden of proof is still on the 
Examiner because the Examiner has not factually resolved in the record the level 
of ordinary skill in the art. The Examiner's "rationale" is of no meaning until, and 
only until, the Examiner has made such factual resolution in the record. Even 
then it is meaningless because the Examiner has not proven that a process-by- 
product is involved or the selected is to be given no patentable weight. The 
Examiner position in such matter is clearly incorrect in fact and law. The 
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Examiner is requested to supply citation in the controlling Supreme Court 
decisions or the patent statute that supports his assertion. 
In this matter, please note: 

(1 ) All words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that 
claim against the prior art. In re Wilson, 1 65 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1 970). 

(2) To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim 
limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art. In re Royka, 180 USPQ 
580 (CCPA 1974). 

(3) If an independent claim is nonobvious under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any claim 
therefrom is nonobvious. In re Fine, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed.Cir.). 

Also please note that these citations come from MPEP 2143,03, Rev.5, Aug. 
2006. 

This rejection should be withdrawn. 

Reconsideration, reexamination and allowance of the claims is requested. 



Fisher, Christen & Sabol 
1725 K St., NW 
Suite 1108 

Washington, DC 20006 
Tel.: 202-659-2000 
Fax: 202-659-2015 



Respectfully submitted, 





Virgil H. Marsh 
Reg. No. 23,083 
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Beaohretbung 

[0001 1 Die Erfindung betrltft etna Deokfolle fflr Bfistarverpackungen mil thermo- Oder kaftgaformten Blletertjodentellen 
zur klnderaioheren und aenlorenfreundfichen Verpackung von phaimazeutisohen Produkten. 
[0002] Um die Anforderungen von Blteterpackungen an Kindaialcherhatt und Senlorenfreundlfchkelt zu erttllen, war- 
den Deckfollon In der Form von DurchdrOck-, Peel- und Peel-Puah-Follan In Kombtnatton mftentaprcchenden Bodenfollen 
und Bllsterdeelgn venvendat. Aufgrund untarechledllchor geeet2gebetiaohar Voreohdften alnd die In elnem Land fwlga- 
gebenen BJIstarverpackungen In elnam anderen Land nlcht ohna waitaraa abenfaJla zugelaaean. 
[0003] In den USA mOeaen alia Bllsterverpackungen mit ainam nauen Produkt, welohea Kindarelcharheli und Senlo- 
renfraundllchkelt erfordert, In alnem Praxlsteat gaprWt warden. Eln entecheldendea Kriterturn 1st hlar, daae dto Kinder 
Im PrtfaHer aufgafordart warden, die BHatarpaokung In dan Mund zu nahman und darauf zu balssen. Aua dieaam Qrund 
warden In den USA Veibundmatarfailan mlt der Schlchtfotga Papler/PET/Aiuminlummelaaalegelaohloht ala Deckfoiien 
elngeaetzt. Da as kaum mehrmogllch 1st, dfese Deokfolle zu durchbeteeen, kann daa Produkt Im Bflater abar such nteht 
durch Herauadrfloken aus dor Packung entnommen warden. Die Deokfolle 1st daher antwadar ale Pael- odor Peel-Push- 
Folle konzlplert oderdle Bllateipackung tatvom Bodantell her OberCffnungshllfen aufiBtesbar, Bedlngt durch die beissfe- 
ate Ausgaataltung derDeckfona welaen dlese Bllsterverpaokungen notwandlgerwelae Kreuzperfbratlonen und vercteckta 
Offnungahllfan auf. DleafOhrtzu elner weaentllchen Vergrossewng darBIIatar Im Verglaich 2U elner Duichdrtlckpaokung 
mlt elner Qbllohen Dunohdrfickfolle. Die Zunahme der BHaterdlmenatonen von mlndestena 3 mm tn der Brette und mln- 
deatena 12 mm In der L&nge flJhrt zu elner gerlngaren Fiachenauobeute und damlt zu elner Verklelneruna der Anzahl 
Blister pro Formtakt bel der Heratellung der Blleterpaokungen. 

[0004] Im Gegansatx zu don U9A glbt as in Europa noch kelne elnheitltohen Vorachrlften fQr Wndemlchere und ae- 
nlorenfreundllche Bllateiverpackungea In DeutBOhland alnd die nachatehenden KomMnatlonen von Deckfoiien und 
Bodentellen getastet und verttffentflcht worden: 



Deokfolle 


Bodenmaterlal 


SOgtai* Papler/9 m AI-FolIe/7g/m 2 HSLfHelaeeiegellack) 


PVC, ACLAR(5>(PCTFE) 


Purelay-lld (PE), 70-1 00 jun (Kreuzperfbratlon) 


PP 


23 jun PET-Fofle / PaaIWaber/20 ^m At-Folle/6,6 g/hi* HSL 


PP, FormpaeWB^pp (AVPP) 


40 g/*n* Papier / 7 m Al-Folla / 3.S g/m* HSL 


PP 


Lack / 30pm Al-Folle, hart gaprftgt / 9 g/m* HSL 


PVC 


60 g/m* Papier / 9 ji/n Al-Fol!e / 7 g/)m 2 HSL 


PVC 


_35 g/m* p^pfer / 9 nm Al-Folle / 7 g/m* HSL 


PVC 


Lsok/ 25 pm Al-Folle / 9 g/n* HSL (Krouzperforetlon) 


PVC 



Kh?i 8 „« , !LTll der D " re |l d rtl c ^'flen8Chaften 8rfolgtm e chanl8ch.Hterbelw?Kl mlt elner deflnlertenGeachwInfflg. 
TITS? J J W£ 8Uf diB ,n Blne HaJterun 0 alnsespannte Folienlnnenaelte gedrQckt Die zum DurahdrOcken 
artordurllctio Kraft wlrd In Nawton angagaban. 

arooKKrane zwlechen SB und 66 N auf (Standardabwalchung ca. 8): 



Deokfolle 


Durchdrackkroft[N] 


SO g/m* Papler/9 um Al-Folle / 7 grtn* HSL 


46 


40 g/m* Papier / 7 pjr\ Al-Folle / 3,5 HSL 


41 


SchutzJack/ 30|On AI-Folie, hart, gaprftgt / 9 g/m* H9L 


5B 


35g/m2 Papier/ 9|im Al-Fone / 7 g/m* HSL 


38 


Sohutsdaok/aHjimAI.FolIe/gg^iaHSLtKrBUzpeiforatlon) 


28 



S^h.^v 6 !, 6 ? 812 2 " dfl " ,n dan USA fl altendan Prt*°raohrtften mOwan Veipackungen In Europa nur elnmal 
e.^n£^ 

einea nauan Geeetzeeentwurfa alnd jedoch Baairebungen im Ganga, den In den USA obllgatorlaohen Durchbelsstest 
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auch In Europe els eln entscheldendea Krterium f Or die Zulassung als klndarelchere Verpackung In die Prttfung aufeu- 
nehmen. Dies wOrde fOr pharmazeutlsehe Unternehmen bedeuten, daae nsue Primfcpackmtttel verwandat wardan 
mQaaen. Damlt alnd aber eehr kostenlntenslve Stabilitltsunterauchungen verbunden, die Abpackantagen mOsaan um- 
goiOetet werden und dla Produ kttvhat bal dar Bllstemenrtelluna slnkL 

[0008] Aua US-A* 927 500 und US-A-5580480 iat die Vewendung von PolychtorWmiorethylen (PCTFE) els Malarial 
einer Umveroackung for einen BUaterstrelfen bzw. (Or eln Bllaterbodentell bekannt 

D0OO9J Der Erflndung llogt die Aufgaba zugrunde, alna zur Slegelung gagen alio gfinglgen BodenmatartaJlan geelgnete 
Deckfolle zu eohaffen, dla eln klndaretoherea und aenlorenfreundllohea Gffnen von Blteteroaokungan, elnachlteaaltoh 
wa^kam' Ourchdr0oken armo 8 |loht und dla auf beatehenden Abpackanlagan ohne Umrflaten elngssetet 

[0010] Zurerflndungsgemflasen LfiaungderAufgabefuhren alna Oeokfofie undelne Blletetverpaokungmlt den Merk- 
tnelen dar unabhfinglgen AnaprOohe 1 und 10. 

[0011] Vortellhafte Ausgeetaltungen dar Deckfolle und der Bllsterverpackung alnd Geoanetand von abh&nglgen An- 
aprOchen. 

L 0012 . 1 .-* 0 , 88 , ******* der zw Slegelung gegen das Bllsteibodentell vorgeaehenen Kunetatofffolle wlrd antapnchand 
dem Material dar zur Slegelung vorgeaehenen Selta das Bllsterfaodentalls gewahtt. Damlt 1st die Kompatibllitat dar 
ohemiscnen stwktur der mlt dem FUllgut In Kontakt kommenden Salts dor etflndungBgemfiaaen Deckfolle mlt der one- 
mtaonsn Struktur der mlt dem Ftlllgut In Kontakt kommenden Selte etnerbleherverwendeten undzugelaasenen Boden- 

r^? 6 !? 1 80 dMS d,e Durc MQh«Jng neuer stabllltataunteisuchungen nlcht zwlngand erforderilch let 
[0013] Die Fertigung dar gewflnschten Bllatarverpackungan mlt der erflndungagemaaaen Deokfolle kann auf beste- 
nandan Anlagen erfolgen. 

[001 4] Die Alumlnlumfolle welat bevoizugt elne Dlcke von 7 bis 30 p.m auf. 

m °) ale SohutzlBckschlcht auf der eretan Selte der Alumlnlumfolle bus elnem aufwaaarigen Oder 

organteohen Loeungsmfttetn baalerendsn Lackauf der Basis von Nltrozellulose, Epo*yharz. Hamatoffhatz, Melamtnhan, 

^xs^oi^r^ts w der 9enanrten Lackfoh8toffei wob81 das bavomjste 

^P 10 ';® 1 ^ »rsten 6elte der Alumlniumfolte kann Peigamlnpapier. Pemamlneraatzpapler, gaatrichenes 
oder aatinlertes Papier mlt elnem bavorzugten Flftohengewicht von 1 0 bis 60 g/m* seln 

SnJm iaJSS£! ?!» PaP !? r od , Br p °VMterfone auf dar ersten Selte der Alumtnlumfolle mlt elnem wflssitgen, 
?Mim iS5S a f 8n *?? * ln6 ^ 'fc Un 9 amltte "' a ' a n Keachlermlttel gegen dla Alumlnlumfolle kaschJeit 
Han ^5a?225 S 1 t L"? I*' 1 ?, dar A |umlnlumfolte kann mit elnem wftasrigen. elnem Ktaungsmlttel- 
Sertset. |aau nflW"«telfrelen Keachlermlttsl oderdurch Extmalonakasohleran gegen die Alumlnlumfolto 

E2IJ!^^ mi Lr in6m Bll8ta ' bodanta " und «iner gegen daa Blteteibodenteil gealegelten affln- 

£SE57 J I Blistarbodentell wanlgstana auf dargegen die Deckfolle gealegelten Salts aua 

t a * ariBl ' daaaan c hemlecha Struktur mlt derjantgen der gegen daa Bnatarbodantell geeiegetten Kunatotofffolle 
SSSl M B f^ U ? ^ B " 8tarbodanto " wanlgstens auf der gegen die Deckrofle SSSSSSEZ 
dem glelchen Material wle dla gegen daa Bllaterbodentell gealegefte Kunatatofffolle 

pSISl^,^l?^ IIU SZ n B|tete * odantellan vatwendeten Material alnd Folian aus PVC, PVDC, 
E£, \T ?t Vartsu " dft " ten *** PVG/ACLAR® (PCTFE), PVC/PVDC und COC Oder FORMPACK© (AI-AI Bllstert 

SLZf der na^handen Tabelle alnd Beleplele von DeckfoBen mltzugehSriger DumhdrQckkraftzuaammenga- 
SS^bSS 1 • a «fln d "na-8emftsae Decktona. die Qbrigen Betsplala slnd nloht amndungagemflaa^SoSn 
SSSJEISkS *f ? aoh aU86en ' mlt " aaac hl"htung Innan" die zur Slegelung gegw daeB^denteli 
pSISSSS^^*^?^^ bezelohnet. Jewells unter Angabe dea «SSSSS 
ZSSSS&F Follenbeeohlohtung und der Verblndungaartzwlaohen der Beaohing 
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Belaplel 


Basohlohtung au^aen 


Alumtnlum-fdlle 


Bsschlohtung Innen 


DurchdrOckkraftlN] 


1 


Schu&fook, Iflofm* 
lacklert 


20 fun, hurt 


PVC-Fo!«e,l6iun 
lackkaechieit 


44 


2 


Sohutzlack, 1,0 g/m 2 
lacWert 


26 nm, welch 


PVC-Fone, 25 ^im 
lackkaschlert 


64 


3 


Papier, 21 Qf m 2 
kaachlert 


20 jun, hart 20 tan, hHrt 


PVC-Folfe, 16 fun 
lackkaschlert 


59 
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(fortgasetzt) 





Belspiel 


Beacnlchtung aussen 


Aluminium-folio 


Beachlchtung Jnnan 


DurchdrOckkraft TNI 


6 


4 


Schutzlack, 1,0 gAn 2 
lacklert 


20 nm, hart 


PVOFoIle, 26 jtm 
lackkasohlert 


61 




5 


Schutzlack, 
lacklert 


20 fim, hart 


PVDC-Folle,26|im 
lackkasohlert 


77 


10 


6 


Schutzlack, 1,0 g/m 2 
laoklert 


20 }im f hart 


PVC-Folle, 30 
lackkasohlert 


105 




7 


Schutzlack, 1,0 Qtrc& 
lacklert 


20 ftm, hart 


PVC-Folle, 40 jim 
lackkeechlert 


4B 


1S 


8 


Schutzlack, 1,0 g/m 2 
UcWert 


20 \ixx\ l hart 


ACLARto-Folle, 16 jim 
lackkasohlert 


76 




fl 


PET-Folle, 7 ixm 
kaschlert 


a jim, welch 


PET-Folle, 7 u,m 
kaschlert 


94 


20 


10 


Schutzlack, 1,0 g/m 2 
laoklert 


20 urn, hart 


monoax. PP-FolIe, 30 
ixm laokkaechiert 


69 




11 


Schutzlack, 1 ,0 g/ta 2 
lacKten 


20 u,m, hart 


monoax, PP-Folle, 20 
(Jim extruslonekaschlert 
(7g/m*) 


SO 


2& 


12 


Schutzlack, 1,0 g/m 2 
laoklert 


25 jim, hart 


monoax. PVC-Folle, 36 
\>m extruslonakaachtert 

(7g/m«) 


48 


SO 


13 


Pergamlnpapler,35g/m 2 
kaschlert 


9 |im, welch 


PVC-Folle, 16 jxm 
laokkaechtert 


20 




14 


Schutzlack, 1,0 g/m 2 
lacklert 


20 jxm, hart 


coc-Folle, 20 *un 
laokkasohtert 





35 Patentanspruche 

1 . Deokfolle f Or thermo- und kaltfleformte Blister zur klnderelcheren und aenloranfreundllahen Verpackung von Med)* 
kamenten und medlzlnleohen Produkten, anthaltend sine 6 bis SO jim dlcke AlumlnlumtoHe, die auf einer eraten 
Sette a) unbeschlchtet 1st oder b) mlt einem Schutzlack mlt elnem AuftragBgeWicht von 0,1 bis 1 0 g/m 2 lacklert fet 
40 oder c) mlt Papier mlt elnem Flflchengawtoht von 17bla 80^m 2 kaaohlert!atoderd)mltalner5bla16f«ndlcken 
PolyBstarfolla kaschlert let und auf dor zwetten, zur Slegalung gegen eln Bllaterfeodentell vorgesehenen Sette mlt 
einer ntcht, monoaxlal odar biaxial gereckten Kunststofffolle auf der Baele von Polychlortrtfluorathylen (PCTFE) mlt 
einer Follendlcke von 8 bis 76 u-m kaschtart fat 

46 2. Deckfolle nach Anspruch 1 , dadurch gekennzelohnet, dass die Alumlnlumfolle Im Zustand wetch Oder hart 1st 
Oder etna deflnterte HSrte aufwetst 

3. Deckfolle naoh Anspruch 1 oder 2, daduroh gekennzelchnet, dase die Alumlnlumfolle 7 bta 30 u/n dick 1st 

so 4. Deckfolle nach einem der AnaprQche 1 bfe 3, dadurch gekennzelohnet, dase die Schutzlackschlchtauf derereten 
Selte der Alumlnlumfolle aua einem auf wtarigen oder organisohen Loaungsmlttaln baalei^nden Laokauf der Basis 
von Nltnozellulose, Epoxyharz, Hamstoffharz, Melamlnharz, Polyester, Polyurethan oder von Abmtechungen der 
genannten Lackrohstoffe besteht 

55 s. Deckfolle nach Anspruch 4, daduroh getennzelchnet, das* das Auftragsgewteht der Sohutziackschlcht 0,6 bis 6 
g/rn 2 betrftgt 

6. Deckfolle nach alnem der Ansprflch© 1 bis 3 daduroh geken nzelchnet, daaa das Papier auf der ereten Selte der 
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Alumlnlumfolle Pergamlnpapler, Pergamlnereatzpapler, gestrtchenes oder satiniortos Peplar 1st 

7. Deckfolie naoh Anspruch 6, dadurch gekennzelchnet, dass das Papier eln Raohengawicht von 1© bis 60 oAtf 
aufwelst 

8. Deckfolle naoh elnem dar AnaprOohe 1 bis a, dadurch gekennzalehnet, dasa das Papier Oder die Polyesterfolle 
aur derersten 6eite der Alumlnlumfolle mit elnem wfieartgen. elnem losungemtttelbsalerten Oder elnem losungsmtt- 
telfrelen Kasohlermltlal gegen die Alumlnlumfolle kaeohtert let 



10 9, 



Deokfolle nach elnem dar Ansprllche 1 bla 8, daduroh gekennzelchnet, dees die Kunstatofftolle auf der zwetten 
Sette der Alumlniumfolle mlt elnem waesrigen, elnem loeungsmittelbaolertan oder elnem iosungsmittelfrelen Ka- 
scnlermlttel Oder duroh Bctruslonskaschlemn gegen die Alumlnlumfolle kaschlert 1st 

10. Bllsteiveipackung mlt elnem Bllsterbodentell und einer gegen das Bllsterbodentell geslegelten Deckfolle, wobel die 
DookfcMe elne fi b» so urn dlcke Alumlniumfolle let, die auf einer ersten Sette a) unbeschlchtet 1st Oder b) mit einem 
fl^S^iS^ A ||* a fl 8 0«f rtehtvon 0.1 » 10g/ma laekleit 1st oder c) mtt Papier mlt elnem Plachengewloht 
von 17 bis 60 g/n* kasohlert ist oder d) mlt einer 5 bis 15 ,imdtcken Polyesterfolie kaschlert lat und auf derzweitan 
gegen das Bllsterbodentell gesiegalten Solte mlt einer nlcht, monoaxlal oder biaxial gsreokten Kunststofirofle auf 
der Baela von Polychlortrlfluorethylen (PCTFE) mlt einer Follendteke von 8 bis 76 pm kaschlert Ist, und dasa daa 
Bllsteraodantell wenlgstens auf der gegen die Deckfolie geslegelten Sette aus einem Materiel beeteht, dessen 
cnemleehe Struktur mlt derjenlgen dar gegen das Bllsterbodentell geslegelten Kunststofffolle kompatbel lat 

11. Biisterverpackung nach Anspruoh 10, dadurch gekennzelohnet, dees das BUstertodenteil wenlgstens auf der 
* gefte Kun'stetofflolle 868,68611811 S6fte aW> dem B ' slchan Mat * rial besteht w,e dle 8«9 8 " das Bllsterbodentell gesle- 

12< SS^^i"!'* ^P™ 0 " 10 oder 11 - dad «"h gekennzelohnet, dam die Alumlnlumfolle Im Zustand 
welch oder hart 1st oderelne definierta Hirte aufwelst 

13. Biisterverpackung nach elnem der Anspruohe 10 bis 12, dadurch gekennzelohnet, dasa die AlumlnlumfoIIa 7bte 

SO ILTt\ CuCK (St. 

14. Biisterverpackung [naoh einem der AnsprOohe 10 bis 13, dadurch gekennzelohnet, dasa die Schutzlackschfoht 
^^T^lT^it^f^^ 8 8lnem aurwaaBrt a en organlschen Leeungemltteln baslerenden 
aSiS,™^! " N ^ 8llulo »e, Epoxyharz, Hemstoffharz, Melamlnhan, Polyester. Polyurethan oder von 
Abmlschungen dergenannten Leckrohstoffo besteht. 

16. BlWarvemackung naoh Anspruch 14. dadurch gekennzelohnet, dassdaaAuftragagewtontderSchutzlaekschlcht 
o,o Dis o Qfm* botragt 

16 ' sSd^Si 8 ,2,f« elnemoVAnaprOche 10bls 13, dadurch gekennzelohnet. dass das Papier auf der eraten 
selte der Alumlnlumfone Pergamlnpapler, Peigamtnersetzpapler, gestrtchenes oder satlnlertes Papier 1st 

17 ' SO^auSetet n8Ch AWPm0h 16 ' dadUr ° h 8° kenn " ,chn ^. *■ Papier ein Flftchengewloht von 19 bis 

18 ' ^SSTSS h .£ n *V? ^i*** 10 bla 13 ' daduroh aakennzelohnet, daaa dae Papier oder die 
e£SI™^Lf,L ^" S !, Re der A,umln,umtoto Blnam waesngen. elnem losungsmittelbaslerten oder 
^ einsm losungsmlttelfreien Kaschtermlttel gegen die Alumlnlumfolle kaschlert 1st 

19< fJ^^T^M^, 6 ^ d l r AM ^ a 1° M 18. **UiW» gekennzelchnet, dasa die Kunststofffolle auf 
tSSS^X^S Al " m 'nlumfo"« "lit Blnem waasrlgen. elnem ISsungsmittelbeaterten oder elnem Hteungsmtt- 
tenreien Kasohlermhtel oder dureh Extruslonskasehleren gegen die Alumlnlumfolle kaschlert tet 



SB 



Claims 

1. Covsrlng fan for thermoformed and cold-formed blisters for the child-resistant and aenloMrlendly packaging of 
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«r 8 |S'?r!! ^"T 0 " 18 ' CWT, P' te,n 9 « 6 to 30 luti thlok aluminium toll which on a tint side a) Is uncoated 

or b) la coated wltti a proteoUva lacquer having a ooatlnfl weight of 0.1 to 10 g/m* or c) la laminated with pacer 

Jf^l rf 17 to 80 ^ or d > 18 ,am,nated •» * 6 to 13 * m thick polyester fflmand on eS 
o rt ^?„iT; i MaRn 5. tO u ab , ll8,erb0tt0m pwt te ,am,ntttod wIlh 8 non-oriontad, monoaxlany oriented c?btaS 
orlanted pleete film on the basis of polychlorotrtfluoroethylene (PCTFE) having afllm thickens of a to 78 unT 

*" d?nnedhirdn^ Ofdln0 * ^ 1 ' charact8ri *^ ,n ** tne aJum,n,u '" «■ » i" *. aoft or hard state or has a 

3. Covering foil according to claim 1 orclalm 2, characterised In thatthe aluminium foil Is 7to 30 m thick. 

4. Covering toll according to one of claims 1 to a, characterised In that the protective lacquer layer on tha flat side 
resin, urea resin, melamlne resin, polyester, polyurethane or mixtures of the said lacquer raw materials. 

S ' T#m* a M aCCOrd,nS to asim 4 ' eh aracterleed 'n that the coating weight of the protective lacquer layer Is 0.6 to 

*' foKSSlia^n?^ 6 °l C ' alm9 1 oharactert^ In thatthe paper on the fbatelde of the aluminium 
ion is giesaine paper, parchment peper, coated paper or glazed paper. 

7. Covering toll according to claim 6, characterised m thatthe paper has a baals weight of 19 to So g/m«. 

8. Covering foil according to one of claims 1 to 3. characterised In that the paper or the polyester film on the first 

9. covering toll according to one of claims 1 to B, characterised In that the plastic film on tha second side of the 
agTS^ 

having a coating weight of 0.1 to 1 0 g/m* or c) Is laminated with paper having a SSSSffJntSS!^ 
•lu 111 *H a ^ *° ^ I*" 1 thick polyester film and on the second side sealed to the bll«er bottom cart Is ta^noLd 

(PCTFE) having a film thtckneea of 8 to 76 jtm, and that the blister bottom part consists at least on the aMe seated 

i!2SX£f££ materia,,hB chemto8j of whbh * ™"™> ^ to*£+£m!S£i 

1 1 " fJS!?^^^? 0him 1 °' charBcte rtaed >n that the blister bottom part oonslsts at least on the side sealed 
to the covertng foil of tha same material as the plastic film sealed to the blister bottompart. 

13. Blister pack according to one of claims 10 to 12, characterised In thatthe aluminium foil » 7 to 30 thick. 

14. Blister pack according to one of claims lOto 13, characterised In thatthe protective lacquer layer on the fbatelde 
n^nuTres^ 

resin, urea resin, melamlne resin, polyester, polyurethane or mixtures of the said lacquer raw materials P ^ 
15 ' to a00 °" ,,nfl t0 Cla,m H 0nfl » ctflrt88d ••» that the coating weight of the protective lacquer layer Is 0.5 
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1 7. Btear pack according to claim 1 e, characterise In that the paper has a baais weight of 1 9 to 
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10 



13 



20 



25 



30 



* lamlnatlnfl agent. t0 ** alUm,nlum f °« means of an aqueous, aolvent-baeed orsotvenMree 

25SKtS^^ *• - the eecond a.de or the 

asent or by extrusion lamination V me8nB ° f ™ BqUe ° U8 ' •A'"**-* » "Ivent-free laminating 



ftovendrcatioriB 
1. 



"Varntedaprotactopd^npatol^^^ 

prduua pour Is tenement «ir u„ u Th^S. " P°!»ular da 5 i 15 pm dapataaur at aur la deudema tea. 
lalha»ll»^ ™*^ d, ™^»^«PaVahtorotr«Iuorea«u^ 

3 ' 5^aS£23? * 1 ~ * <•-*»•**> fed* dd,umwu m . „ 

arganlgua a b,«„ da nltroclluloaa « 3>. ^toZrSTiif^2 ,Ufa f U !! » <>a»d daau an da aalrant 
polyurfttanna „ da m^.^^'J^S^^^ * **• * da pc**,. » 

da aardpjeaaaga a tu. d'aau. da uabant a U Z. , 0 TvS5. ■"'tafeuBed'aJumlntoiii'aJda dan agar. 

» ^aaa.,,..^™.^^ 
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to 
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lafaca acellfe sur la fautlle do reoouvrement d'un materlau dont atnioture chimlque est comoatibla avae en* *a i» 
fertile en matiens plaatique scetlee aur le fond d'emballaoMcque. eompahble avec celte da la 
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